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Resolution No.: 12-724 

Introduced: . June 23. 1992 

Adopted: June 23. 1992 


COUNTY COUNCIL FOR MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 


By: County Council 


Subject: Ap p r o v al of FT 93 Amyal Gr o wth Policy 


Background 

1. Bill 11-86 requires that no later than June 30th of each year, the 
County Council must adopt an Annual Growth Policy (AGP) to be effective 
throughout the next fiscal year, providing policy guidance to the various 
agencies of government and to the general public on matters concerning land 
use development, growth management and related environmental, economic and 
social issues. 

2. . On January 1, 1992, in accordance with the requirements of Bill 
11-86, the County Executive transmitted to the County Council his comments 
and recommendations on the FY 93 Annual Growth Policy based on the Final 
Draft Annual Growth Policy submitted by the Planning Board on November 27, 
1991. 

3. In addition, the Final Draft Annual Growth Policy report as 
submitted by the Planning Board contained supporting and explanatory 
materials including forecasts for the most probable trends in population and 
households, a set of recommended growth capacity ceilings for each policy 
area within the County, proposed guidelines for the administration of the 
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, and other background information 
relevant to the subject of growth policy. In addition, the Council had 
before it information contained in the Planning Department report "The State 
of Montgomery County's Development Economy", dated May, 1992, and the 
Germantown Transportation Staging Analysis, dated February, 1992. These 
materials were supplemented at Council worksessions. 

4. On February 6, 1992, the County Council held a public hearing on the 
County Executive's recommended FY 93 Annual Growth Policy. 

5. On May 15, 1992, the County Council adopted the Capital Improvements 
Program for fiscal years 1993-1998. 

6. On June 11, 1992 and June 18, 1992, the Council conducted 
worksessions on the Annual Growth Policy, at which time careful consideration 
was given to the public hearing testimony, updated information, recommended 
revisions and comments of the County Executive and Montgomery County Planning 
Board, and the comments and concerns of other interested parties. 

7. The County Council reviewed the facts and assumptions underlying this 




Resolution No. 12-724 


Annual Growth Policy. This included: 1) a detailed review by policy area of 
existing and projected transportation facilities and conditions? 2) discussion 
of the allocation of transportation capacity between jobs and housing, the 
"pipeline" of development, proposed staging ceilings, and remaining 
transportation capacity; 3) a review of the special ceiling allocation for 
affordable housing; 4) a review of the Annual Report of the Silver Spring 
Transportation Management District and issues related to ceiling capacity in 
the Silver Spring CBD policy area; and 5) a review of issues related to the 
determination of adequate public school facilites under this Resolution. 

8. The Council recognizes efforts made by the Planning Board and the 
Executive to improve the consistency and reliability of the County growth 
management data base. These efforts have resulted in a reduction of errors 
from prior years. In this regard, the Council stresses the need for sustained 
administrative vigilance in assessing the validity of computer based systems 
and the reliability of data collection efforts. The Council recognizes that 
a quantitatively oriented system such as the Annual Growth Policy, though 
subject to limitations, can promote objectivity and fairness in land-use 
decision making. 


Action 

The County Council for Montgomery County, Maryland, adopts the background 
statement and approves the following Resolution: 

The Planning Board’s Final Draft FY 93 Annual Growth Policy and comments 
and recommendations of the County Executive have been reviewed and amended by 
the County Council, so that the following constitutes the entire Annual Growth 
Policy for FY 93: 


Ii Guidelines for the Administration of the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance: 

The Montgomery County Subdivision Ordinance, Chapter 50, Section 
35 (k) ("the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance or APFO"), directs 
the Montgomery County Planning Board to approve preliminary plans of 
subdivision only after finding that public facilities will be 
adequate to serve the subdivision. This involves predicting future 
demand from private development and comparing it to the capacity of 
existing and programmed public facilities. The following guidelines 
describe the methods and criteria that the Planning Board and its 
staff must use in determining the adequacy of public facilities. 

These guidelines supersede all previous ones adopted administratively 
by the Planning Board to the extent that these guidelines conflict 
with previous ones . They also supersede those provisions of the 
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance which were specified to apply 
only until the County Council had approved an Annual Growth Policy. 

The Council accepts the definitions of terms and the assignment of 
values to key measurement variables which were used by the Planning 
Board and its staff, and accepted by the Executive, in developing the 
recommended Annual Growth Policy. The Council delegates to the 
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Planning Board and its staff all other necessary administrative 
decisions not covered by the guidelines outlined below. In its 
administration of the APFO, the Planning Board is directed to request 
and consider the recommendations of the County Executive and other 
agencies in determining the adequacy of public facilities. 

Subdivision applications may be subject to two different types of 
test. One is called the Policy Area Transportation Review. The other 
is called the Local Area Transportation Review. 

The Policy Area Transportation Review divides the County into policy 
areas. These are geographic areas for which the adequacy of public 
facilities is addressed on an area— wide basis, as follows: 

• With regard to transportation, a staging ceiling may be 
established for each policy area. 

• With regard to school facilities, a legislative determination 
will be made whether the school facilities for each cluster will 
be adequate. 

The staging ceiling for a policy area is defined as the maximum 
amount of land development that can be accommodated by the existing 
and programmed public facilities serving the area, at an assigned 
level of service standard. The legislative directive concerning 
school policy areas reflects a determination whether additional 
development can be accommodated by the schools. The policy area 
staging ceilings and directives approved in this Annual Growth Policy 
are to remain in effect throughout FY 93 unless amended subsequently 
by the County Council after public hearing. However, the Planning 
Board may adjust the policy area staging ceilings, in accordance with 
the Board's administrative procedures, to reflect trip reduction 
programs, developer participation in capital improvement projects, or 
direction in this Resolution to adjust staging ceilings upon the 
occurrence of certain events. 

Except for special circumstances which are described below (see 
discussions of "Ceiling Flexibility"), if a proposed subdivision is 
in a geographic policy area for which previously approved development 
(pipeline) exceeds the staging ceiling, or for which a negative 
school facility directive exists, then the Planning Board must find 
the public facilities to be inadequate. 

The purpose of the Policy Area Transportation Review method for 
evaluating the adequacy of transportation facilities is to place the 
individual subdivision within the context of a comprehensive, 
countywide assessment, which takes account of, and properly allows 
for, the upstream and downstream traffic impacts of. development in 
various geographic areas-. Similarly, the purpose of the policy area 
directives concerning school facilities is to reflect the ability of 
the public school system to accommodate students from new development. 
The policy area ceilings and directives described in this AGP are 
based primarily on the public facilities in the Approved FY 93-98 
Capital Improvements Program (CIP) and the Maryland Department of 
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Transportation FY 92-97 Consolidated Transportation Program (CTP). 

The Council also reviewed related County and State funding decisions, 
master plan guidance and zdning where relevant, and related 
legislative actions. These ceilings and directives and their 
supporting planning and measurement process have been the subject of 
a public hearing and review during worksessions by the County 
Council. Approval of the ceilings and directives reflects a 
legislative judgment that, all things considered, these staging 
ceilings and procedures constitute a reasonable, appropriate, and 
desirable set of interim growth limits, which properly relate to the 
ability of the County to program and construct facilities necessary 
to accommodate growth. These growth limits will substantially 
advance County land use objectives by providing for coordinated and 
orderly development. 

These guidelines are not intended to be used as a means for 
government to avoid its responsibility to provide adequate public 
facilities. Ann ual review and oversight allows the Council to 
identify problems and initiate solutions that will serve to avoid or 
limit the duration of any moratorium on new subdivision approvals in 
a specific policy area. Further, alternatives may be available for 
developers who wish to proceed in advance of the adopted public 
facilities program, through the provision of additional public 
facility capacity beyond that contained in the approved Capital 
Improvements Program, or through other measures which accomplish an 
equivalent effect. 

The administration of the Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance shall 
at all times be consistent with adopted master plans and sector 
plans. Where development staging in adopted master plans or sector 
plans are more restrictive than AGP guidelines, the guidelines in the 
adopted master plan or sector plan shall be used to the extent that 
they are more restrictive. More restrictive guidelines can be found 
in the Friendship Heights Sector Plan, the Silver Spring CBD Sector 
Plan, the Grosvenor Sector Plan, and the Nicholson Lane Sector Plan. 
The ceiling in the Potomac Policy Area is set at the zoning ceiling 
based on the policy in the Potomac Master Plan. Development in the 
Bethesda CBD is controlled by the cordon capacities established in 
the Bethesda CBD Sector Plan. 

The ceiling in all Group I areas is set at the zoning ceiling subject 
to guidelines for Local Area Transportation Review and guidelines for 
water and sewerage facilities. 

A. Guidelines for Transportation Facilities 

(1) Policy Area Transportation Review 

(a) Policy Areas; Establishment of Staging Ceilings 
For the purposes of transportation analysis, the County has been 
divided into 292 areas called traffic zones as seen in Map 1. Based 
upon their transportation characteristics, these areas are grouped 
into transportation policy areas. In many cases, transportation 
policy areas have the same boundaries as planning areas, sector plan 
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areas, or master plan analysis (or special study) areas. The policy 
areas in effect for FY 93 are: Aspen Hill, Bethesda CBD, 

Be the s da-Chevy Chase, Cloverly, Damascus, Derwood/Needwood/ 

Washington Grove/Shady Grove, Fairland/White Oak, Gaithersburg City, 
Germantown East, Germantown Town Center, Germantown West, 
Kensington/Wheaton, Montgomery Village/Airpark, North Bethesda, North 
Potomac, Olney, Potomac, R&D Village, Rockville City, Silver Spring 
CBD, Silver Spring/Takoma Park, and the Wheaton CBD. 

The boundaries for the Silver Spring CBD and Bethesda CBD policy 
areas are shown on Map 2 and Map 3, respectively. The boundaries of 
the Germantown Town Center policy area are shown on Map 4. Detailed 
boundaries of other policy areas are shown in the Planning Board’s 
Final Draft AGP. 

The boundaries of the Gaithersburg City and Rockville City policy 
areas reflect existing municipal boundaries, except where the cities 
are expected to annex properties in the near future or where County 
regulated land is surrounded by city regulated land. The boundaries 
of these municipal policy areas do not automatically change with any 
changes in municipal boundaries but will require affirmative Council 
action. 

Map 5 shows the policy areas, and the Standard of Transportation 
Level of Service assigned to each of them. These levels of service 
standards represent a statistical average over the whole policy area. 
They are used in the calculations in the traffic simulation model 
described below. In general, the average level of service standards 
posted for each policy area are based on a policy that it is 
appropriate to permit greater congestion to occur in areas in which 
greater transit availability provides an alternative mode of travel 
for many travelers in the area. In that way, there is an opportunity 
for an approximately equivalent overall transportation level of 
service to the residents and employees throughout the County. 

Chart 1 provides a refined basis for showing the correspondence 
between transit availability and the average level of service 
standards. It is based primarily upon materials prepared during the 
development of the FY 92 Annual Growth Policy. In Chart 1, 
combinations of transit service that provide increased coverage, 
frequency, accessibility, and use are ranked as defining a higher 
level of transit service. Quantification is intended to serve as a 
guide and not as a prescriptive standard. 

These underlying conceptual and operational measures of coverage, 
frequency, accessibility, and use have been combined in a 
quantitative fashion to describe and rank order the six different 
transit LOS categorical definitions in Chart 1. This approach takes 
into account fixed-guideway transit systems such as Metrorail, MARC 
commuter rail, or possible light rail trolley systems. It also 
applies to bus-based transit systems, high occupancy vehicle priority 
systems, and auto dependent transit systems which are based in large 
part on park/ride access as opposed to walk and bus access. 
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Through the use of a computerized traffic simulation model, the 
Planning staff has computed a balanced relationship between a 
programmed set of transportation facilities and a geographical 
pattern of jobs and housing units. Policy area ceilings have been 
established through a process which assigns a hypothetical future 
land use pattern (i.e., jobs, and housing units derived from interim 
market projections) to the County, and tests its traffic impact 
through the use of this model. Through a process of repetitive trial 
and error, this land use pattern has been modified so that it 
produces a traffic volume and distribution that is equivalent to the 
average level of service standard for each policy area. 

The allocation of transportation capacity between jobs and housing by 
the County Council reflects: its approach to the General Plan 
recommendation that jobs and housing be balanced. Attainment of that 
goal is often expressed by the ratio that describes the relationship 
between the number of employed residents per household to the number 
of jobs per household. Since the current jobs-to-housing ratio of 
existing and approved development is tilted towards jobs, allocations 
of new capacity as well as allocations of any reductions in capacity 
should generally favor housing. This may vary in policy areas with a 
significant staging ceiling deficit in jobs. 

Some modifications to this approach may be made in specific policy 
areas to reflect the character of an area and its related development 
policies as set forth in the relevant master plan(s), the size and 
allocation of jobs and housing in the existing base and pipeline of 
development. Modifications 'may also be made to avoid or reduce the 
duration of any subdivision moratorium or to address specific equity 
considerations. The product of these adjustments is tested against 
the appropriate level of service in the transportation model to 
determine the specific ceiling allocation as described above. The 
staging ceilings established by this method are shown in Tables 1 and 
2 . 

The traffic simulation model takes into account all existing and 
approved development and all eligible programmed transportation CIP 
projects. For these purposes, "approved development" includes all 
approved preliminary plans of subdivision. "Eligible programmed 
transportation CIP projects" include all County CIP, State 
Transportation Program projects, and City of Rockville or 
Gaithersburg projects for which 100 percent of the expenditures for 
construction are estimated to occur within the first four years of 
the applicable programs. 

Because of the unique nature of the Georgetown Branch Trolley Project 
in comparison with other transportation systems which are normally 
used in calculating development capacity, it is prudent to approach 
the additional capacity from the system in a conservative way, 
particularly with respect to the timing of capacity and the amount of 
the capacity recognized. Therefore, the counting of capacity from 
the Georgetown Branch Trolley Project will not occur until the actual 
system is constructed and operated, or at least until there is 
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reasonable certainty as to its exact date of operation and amount of 
actual ridership. 

The Planning Board is authorized to administratively adjust the 
staging ceiling for jobs in the Fairland/White Oak policy area by 
adding 1,000 jobs when the widening of US 29 over New Hampshire 
Avenue is published in the Draft State Consolidated Transportation 
Program as being completed by the end of FY 1996. 

To* promote better coordination between land-use planning and 
transportation planning objectives in the North Bethesda policy area 
and allow for more refined traffic analysis, the counting of 
additional capacity from the 1-^270 East Spur widening (except that 
which is already open to traffic), will be deferred pending 
consideration of the proposed North Bethesda master plan amendment 
and an expected subsequent proposed amendment providing for 
development staging within the area. The allocation of the 
additional capacity may be considered under an amendment to the FY 93 
AGP or as part of the FY 94 AGP in conjunction with the creation of 
Metrorail Station policy areas within the existing North Bethesda 
policy area. 

With regard to developer participation projects for MD 118, Father 
Hurley Boulevard, and MD 117 j the counting of additional capacity 
from these roads must not occur until: 

1. proposed developer contributions have been committed by written 
agreement with the Department of Transportation and the Planning 
Board; 

2. construction of roads is certified in the Approved Road Program 
as having 100% of the funds appropriated for construction costs 
and the County Executive has determined that construction will 
begin within 2 years; and 

3. conditions of preliminary plan approval ensure that construction 
of the proposed development will not precede construction of the 
necessary road capacity. 

Planning staff shall keep a record of all previously approved 
preliminary plans and other data about the status of development 
projects, and continuously update the pipeline number of approved 
preliminary plans, thus constantly keeping in view, and presenting to 
the Planning Board, the amount of capacity still available under the 
adopted ceiling at any given time. The continuous updating shall 
include all changes to the amount of development approved under 
outstanding preliminary plans, with the exception of those which 
result from the discovery of accounting errors. Such errors shall be 
reported to the Council each year in May prior to the Council’s 
adoption of the AGP, and shall be reported on a quarterly basis, or 
more frequently, to the Planning Board who may bring them to the 
attention of the Council if the Board judges them to be significant. 
(Tables 1 and 2 show the capacity remaining as of March 30, 1992.) 
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The Planning Board should maintain a periodically updated queue list 
of applicants for preliminary plan of subdivision approval. 

When the subdivision pipeline has risen to meet the ceiling, no more 
subdivisions- shall be approved by the Planning Board in that policy 
area, except under certain special circumstances, which are outlined 
below . 

(b) Silver Spring CBD Policy Area Ceiling 

The Silver Spring CBD was established as a separate Group VI Policy 
Area in 1987, as categorized on Map 5 and Chart 1. The boundaries of 
the policy area are shown on Map 2. 

The job and housing ceilings for this Group VI Policy Area must meet 
the following administrative guidelines: 

• All traffic limitations are derived from the heaviest traffic 
demand period, in Silver Spring's case, the p.m. peak hour 
outbound traffic; 

• The average level of service for the surrounding Silver 
Spring/Takoma Park Policy Area must not be worse than the adopted 
average standard of D/E; 

• The outbound traffic, including both local CBD traffic and 
through traffic, must not exceed the Silver Spring practical 
cordon capacity of 18,000 vehicles in the peak hour; 

• The Planning Board and the Department of Transportation will 
implement Transportation Systems Management for the Silver Spring 
CBD; the goal of this program will be to achieve the commuting 
goals for transit use and auto occupancy rates set out below. 

The County Government, through the Silver Spring Parking District, 
will constrain the amount of public and private long term parking 
spaces . 

The staging ceilings shall be as shown in Tables 1 and 2. However, 
certain transportation assumptions used in the setting of staging 
ceilings in this policy area in 1987 have changed, including the 
deferral of some programmed intersection improvements, and certain 
traffic distribution and congestion assumptions . Accordingly, it is 
appropriate to reduce capacity for 1,000 jobs from the staging 
ceilings. The Planning Board shall administratively make this 
ceiling change and adjust the pipeline at the time a revised Silver 
Triangle preliminary plan and project plan is approved by the Board. 
If applications for revision are not received or approved, the 
reduction should be included in the Pla nn ing Board Final Draft FY 94 
AGP or subsequent, transmittals from the Board related to adoption of 
the FY 94 AGP. 

The parking constraints and commuting, goals needed to achieve 
satisfactory traffic conditions with these staging ceilings are as 
follows: 
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• Parking constraint 

A maximum of 17,500 public and private long-term spaces when all 
nonresidential development is built; (this maximum assumes a peak 
accumulation factor of .9, which requires verification in Silver 
Spring and may be subject to revision). Interim long-term 
parking constraints will be imposed in accordance with the amount 
of interim development. Long-term public parking spaces will be 
priced to reflect the market value of constrained parking spaces. 

• Comnuting goals 

For employers with 25 or more employees, attain 25 percent mass 
transit use and auto occupancy rates of 1.3 persons per vehicle 
during the peak periods, or attain any combination of employee 
mode choice that results in at least 46% non-drivers during the 
peak periods; and 

For new nonresidential development, attain 30 percent mass 
transit use and auto occupancy rates of 1.3 persons per vehicle 
during the peak periods, or attain any combination of employee 
mode choice that results in at least 50% non-drivers during the 
peak periods. 

Progress towards achieving these goals should be measured 
annually by using scientific and statistically valid survey 
techniques . 

To achieve these goals it will be necessary to require developers 
of new development in Silver Spring to enter into traffic 
mitigation agreements and the employers and certain owners to 
submit transportation mitigation plans as set forth in Chapter 
42A, Article II, of the County Code. 

Each Annual Growth Policy will reflect the Annual Report of the 
Silver Spring Transportation Management District, which must 
include a report of the status of critical signalized 
intersections (as defined in the report of October 5, 1987). The 
Annual Growth Policy must include a projection of future traffic 
conditions based on intersection improvements in the proposed CIP 
and full achievement of the Transportation Management District 
goals. The Council will take this information into account in 
the decisions on the Growth Policy and the CIP. 

In accordance with the amendment to the Silver Spring Sector 
Plan, subdivision applications for nonresidential standard method 
projects throughout the CBD may be approved for development or 
additions of not more than 5,000 square feet of gross floor 
area. However, if, for a particular use the addition of five 
peak hour trips yields a floor area greater than 5,000 square 
feet, that additional area may be approved for that particular 
use. 
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(c) Special Ceiling Allocation for Affordable Housing and Health 

Care Facilities. 

The County's policy of balancing growth in each policy area with the 
supply of public facilities may have the effect of undermining other important 
County policies for the provision of: 1) a balanced and adequate housing 
supply, with emphasis on the availability of affordable housing for low and 
moderate income families; and 2) reasonably accessible health care 
facilities. This subsection provides a limited exception to policy area 
transportation review requirements to ensure that these policies are not 
undermined. The Planning Board may approve subdivision applications for 
affordable housing and health care facilities in any policy area with 
insufficient remaining capacity, according to the following guidelines: 

(i) Affordable Housing 

(1) An affordable housing development is defined as a housing 

development which is either owned by the Housing Opportunities 
Commission or by a partnership in which HOC is the general 
partner; or, a privately-owned housing development in which 20% 
of the units are occupied by households at or below 50% of the 
area median income, adjusted for family size, or 40% of the 
units are occupied by households at or below 60% of the area 
median income, adjusted for family size. Such a development 
must be certified by HOC as having met the definition of 
affordable housing and the owner of that development must enter 
into an agreement with HOC to maintain the occupancy 
requirements for a period of at least 15 years. These 
requirements include the provision of any MPDUs. 

(2) Ex cept as provided in paragraph (3), in a policy area with 
insufficient remaining capacity, the Planning Board may approve 
in FY 92 not more than: 

(a) 125 units for projects owned or controlled by HOC; 

(b) 300 units for privately owned affordable housing 
developments; or 

(c) an aggregate of 300 units in a policy area with both HOC 
owned and controlled developments and privately owned 
affordable housing developments. 

(3) The Planning Board must not approve additional housing units in a 
policy area that has been in a moratorium for new housing 
subdivision approvals for more than 4 consecutive years if: 

(a) the remaining capacity for the policy area is -2,000 
housing units or more in deficit; and 

(b) the Planning Board has cumulatively approved 500 housing 
units under this special ceiling allocation. 

Subject to the housing unit cap under paragraph (2), approvals 
under this special ceiling allocation may resume if the deficit 
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in remaining capacity in the policy area has been reduced under 
-2,000 housing units (i.e., less negative than -2,000) but only 
to the extent that transportation capacity has increased (as 
calculated from the -2000 housing unit point) due to a programmed 
transportation improvement that is either under construction or 
is funded for construction in the fiscal year for which the 
special ceiling allocation is requested from the Planning Board. 

If the subdivision moratorium is eliminated in a policy area 
subject to this paragraph and is later reinstated, the 
calculation of the number of cumulative housing units approved 
under this special ceiling allocation starts at zero. 

(ii) Health Care Facilities — General 

(1) "Health care facility" and "medical service" have the meanings 
defined in Title 19 of the Health — General Article of the 
Maryland Code. "Health care facility" does, however, include 
kidney disease treatment facilities. It includes a medical 
office building and medical or dental clinic, as permitted in 
the zoning ordinance, provided that no general office space is 
leased or otherwise made available. It does not include home 
health care agencies. 

(2) Assuming all other requirements for preliminary plan approval 
are met, and subject to all limitations of this subsection, the 
Planning Board may grant a special ceiling allocation for a 
health care facility if: 

(a) a State certificate of need has been issued for a health 
care facility requiring such approval; or 

(b) for facilities not requiring a certificate of need, a 
determination is made under this paragraph that: 

(I) a need exists for the proposed health care facility 
due to an insufficient number of practitioners or 
facilities providing similar medical services 
presently available to existing or previously 
approved concentrations of population within the 
policy area and that the applicant reasonably can be 
expected to serve that specific need; and 

(II) the needs to be served by the health care facility 
cannot be reasonably accommodated in existing or 
previously approved (but unbuilt) general office 
space within the policy area. 

(iii) Health Care Facilities - Procedures 

(1) Upon receipt of a request for a special ceiling allocation under 
subparagraph (ii)(2)(b), the Planning Board must refer the 
request to: (1) the Office of Zoning and Administrative Hearings 
with procedural instructions for a hearing on the request and; 


- 11 - 



Resolution No. 12-724 


(2) the Director of the Department of Health for the director’s 
recommendation on the issue of need under subparagraph 
(ii)(2)(b)(I). 

(2) The applicant must voluntarily consent to a deferral of its 

application before the Planning Board until after completion of 
proceedings before the hearing examiner. Requests must be 
considered on a first come, first served basis in the making of 
the request for the special ceiling allocation. The Director of 
Health must make its recommendation to the hearing examiner which 
shall become a part of the hearing record. The hearing examiner 
must transmit both the record and a recommendation to the 
Planning Board in accordance with the Board's procedural 
instructions. The Planning Board may rely on the record before 
the hearing examiner without need for further testimony. As with 
other subdivision issues, the applicant has the burden of 
producing evidence to support its request and the burden of proof 
on all applicable standards. 

(iv) Health Care Facilities - Findings 

(1) In making a determination of need voider subparagraph 
(ii)(2)(b)(I), the following factors, among other relevant 
information, should be considered! (1) the recommendation of the . 
Director of the Department of Health; (2) any state or local 
health plan for the area; (3) the type of medical service and 
number of practitioners providing the service who are located 
within the policy area or within a reasonable distance in 
contiguous policy areas; (4) the business plan of the applicant; 
(5) occupancy projections, including proposed lease or similar 
arrangements; and (6) any proposed acquisition or relocation of 
specialized medical equipment. 

(2) In making a determination on the practicality of existing or 
planned general office space to reasonably accommodate the needs 
served by the proposed health care facility under subparagraph 
(ii)(2)(b)(II), the following factors, among other relevant 
information, must be considered: 

(a) the certainty of suitable general office space becoming 
available within the time frame proposed by the applicant; 

(b) the need for special construction (i.e sound proofing, 
lead lined walls or other facilities or construction not 
normally provided in general office space), plumbing, 
electrical (i.e. dedicated lines for special equipment), 
or similar requirements for at least a majority of 
occupants; 

(c) if otherwise suitable general office space is in close 
proximity to or is likely to serve (based on proposed 
lease or similar arrangements) other health care 
facilities, medical practitioners, or related services; and 
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(d) the likelihood that otherwise suitable general office 

space will be able to satisfy the needs identified under 
subparagraph (ii) (2) (b)(1), based on the current marketing 
plans of the owner of the general office space, cost to 
the practitioner or health care facility, or other market 
factors. 

A negative finding under either item (a), (c),. and (d), above, 
or an affirmative finding under item (b), above, is sufficient 
to satisfy the standard under subparagraph (ii)(2)(b)(II) . 

(v) Health Care Facilities - Special Limitations 

(1) The Planning Board must not approve a preliminary plan for a 
medical office building or medical or dental clinic under this 
paragraph that is expected to produce more than 50 new or 
additional jobs. 

(2) A health care facility must not be granted more than one 
special allocation under this paragraph. 

' (3) Not more than 50 jobs may be approved in a policy area, or 100 
jobs, in the aggregate county-wide, in FY 93. 

(4) The applicant must enter into an agreement with the Planning 

Board to maintain .the development as a health care facility for 
a period of at least 15 years and to undertake appropriate 
traffic mitigation measures. 

(vi) Special Ceiling Allocations - General Requirements 

(1) Any development approved under this subsection must meet all 
zoning requirements and all other subdivision requirements, 
including standards for local area transportation review. 

(2) Development approved under this subsection will be added to the 
pipeline. 

(3) The final draft annual growth policy for FY 94 must contain a 
list of all pending or approved development under this 
subsection. 

(d) Ceiling Flexibility for Developer Participation Projects 

Staging Ceiling Flexibility allows the Planning Board, after considering 
the recommendation of the County . Executive, to approve a preliminary plan 
application which exceeds the staging ceiling. In allowing the staging 
ceiling to be exceeded, caution should be exercised to assure that the 
average level of service for the relevant policy area is not adversely 
affected. Except as otherwise expressly stated in this subsection, the 
same level of service criteria already established in the Annual Growth 
Policy shall be used in evaluating an application to be approved under 
these ceiling flexibility provisions. 
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In general, such approval above the staging ceiling shall be conditioned 
upon the planned and scheduled construction by either the applicant 
and/or the government, of some public facility projects, or other 
appropriate capacity measure, (such as the private operation of a transit 
program) which, if added to the approved CIP or CTP programmed 
facilities, will add capacity or its equivalent to the existing facility 
system and result in no lessening of the area-wide level of service. 

In general, the capacity addition must be scheduled for completion at the 
same time or before the proposed development is to be completed. The 
application must also be approved under Local Area Transportation Review 
standards. The nature, design and scale of the additional project or 
program must receive prior approval from the relevant governmental 
agencies responsible for constructing or maintaining such facilities or 
programs. The recommendation of the Executive also will be evaluated 
carefully. 

Both the subdivision plan and the necessary additional facilities must be 
in accordance with an adopted master plan or other relevant policy 
statement; the design of the facilities must be subject to mandatory 
referral to the Planning Board; and the applicant and the relevant public 
agency must execute an appropriate public works agreement prior to record 
plat approval . 

The phrase "additional transportation facilities" means transportation 
facilities other. than those on which the policy area staging ceilings of 
the current Annual Growth Policy are based: 

(i) Full-Cost Developer Participation 

In cases where the applicant agrees to pay for the full cost of 
all the additional necessary public facilities, and the relevant 
administering agency has agreed, the Planning Board may approve 
subdivision plans whose public facility needs exceed the net 
remaining capacity under the adopted staging ceiling. 


Where the applicant commits to provide the full cost of a 
transit, para-transit or ridesharing program, such application 
may be deemed to have passed the staging ceiling test, insofar as 
transportation is concerned, if the Board finds, after reviewing 
recommendations of the County Executive, that the program will 
reduce the number of peak-hour, peak-direction automobile trips 
by as many trips as would be generated by the proposed 
development. After a preliminary subdivision plan has been 
approved on this basis, later applications may be credited for 
reduced trips generated by the new proposal. 

(ii) Partial-Cost Developer Participation 

Partial— cost developer participation is available for certain 
types of development projects under certain circumstances 
described below. In cases of proposed partial-cost developer 
participation, the Planning Board may approve subdivision plans 
whose public facility needs exceed the net remaining capacity 
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only if the following criteria, standards and requirements set 
forth in paragraphs (!) and (2) below are met. Related guidance 
to the Planning Board is set forth in paragraph (5)., including 
provisions relating to approval of, and participation by*, other 
subdivision applicants. Procedures and requirements for 
executive and legislative action for partial-cost developer 
participation are contained primarily in paragraphs (3) and (4). 

(1) Eligible Project Criteria 

(a) The project has a development staging plan beyond 4 years 
and enables the consolidation or expansion of an employer 
already located in the County or allows the establishment 
of facilities for a new employer. Employer facilities 
must he primarily for specific and defined employment 
needs of the employer and not for the sale or leasing of 
speculative office, industrial or. retail commercial 
space. The employer's business plan, purchase or lease 
arrangements, staging plan, occupancy projections, and 
other relevant factors should be considered to determine 
the primary purpose of the proposed facilities; or 

(b) The project has a development staging plan extending 
beyond 4 years and enables planned development of superior 
and integrated design and/or transit serviceability in 
zoning categories that expressly allow partial-cost 
developer participation as designated by the District 
Council*; 

(c) The project is to be located in the Research and 
Development Village, including the County-owned Life 
Sciences Center, as identified in the approved and adopted 
Master Plan; or 

(d) The project is to be located in the Germantown Town 
Center, as identified in the approved and adopted 
Germantown Comprehensive Master Plan. 

(2) Public-Private Participation Requirements 

(a) Additional transportation facilities proposed to serve an 
eligible project must be sufficient, when combined with 
net remaining capacity, to provide policy area capacity 
for both the eligible project and other completed 
subdivision applications that have been filed earlier than 
that of the eligible project within the policy area. 

(b) The applicant for the eligible project agrees to condition 
subdivision approval on a staging schedule which will link 
the issuance of specific building permits receivable in 
each staging period to the execution of specific 
transportation construction contracts in the same staging 
period. 
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(c) The applicant for the eligible project must construct or 
agree to pay all costs for all additional transportation 
facilities other than those facilities currently included 
for start of construction within the first six years of 
the adopted CIP or within the State Consolidated 
Transportation Program (CTP). 

(d) The applicant for the eligible project agrees to 
contribute transportation facilities and/or cash in a 
minimum amount of the greater of the following: 

1. A total of 35% of the cost of all additional 
transportation facilities , with the cost determined 
as of the date of execution of the construction 
contract; or 

2. A contribution of 100% of the costs of all additional 
•transportation facilities other than those facilities 
currently included for start of construction within 
the first six years of the adopted CIP or within the 
adopted CTP; such costs are to be determined as of 
the date Of execution of the construction contract 
for that transportation facility; or 

3. Impact fees, if applicable, at the date of issuance 
of building permit. 

(e) All applicants with residential components agree to be 
subject to special conditions with regard to school 
capacity, as described in Section B, Guidelines for Public 
School Facilities, below. 

(f) The applicant for an eligible project must execute a 
memorandum of understanding with the County Executive 
prior to Council action under paragraph (4)(b) specifying 
the private sector commitments under this paragraph. A 
separate participating subdivision applicant may also 
execute the memorandum of understanding. An applicant 
must agree in the memorandum) of understanding that the 
public improvement agreement be made a condition of 
subdivision approval . 

(3) Procedures and Action — Executive 

All formal requests for staging ceiling flexibility under this 
provision must be made in writing to the County Executive after 
the applicant has filed a complete subdivision application with 
the Planning Board. The County Executive must review the 
. request and determine whether or not to recommend authorizing 
legislation and/or a CIP amendment. The following items, among 
other relevant factors, should be considered: 

(a) whether the proposed subdivision plan constitutes an 

eligible project and otherwise meets all requirements of 
this subsection; 
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(b) whether the proposed additional transportation facilities 
are consistent with the Executive's transportation program 
in terms of timing, location, design and cost; 

(c) the effect of the proposal -on County operating budget or 
capital programs: 

(d) the financial and managerial capability of the applicant 
to undertake all requirements of this subsection utilizing 
current estimates of rights-of-way, design, and 
construction costs, adjusted for inflation to the date 
expected for their payment; 

(e) the existence of unresolved transportation programming, 
fiscal, or other policy issues. 

On not less than a quarterly basis, the County Executive must 
transmit to the Council and Planning Board all written requests 
for partial cost developer participation that were not 
recommended and a brief description of the reason. The Council 
may request the County Executive to reevaluate a request, provide 
greater detail, or initiate appropriate budgetary or legislative 
action. 

(4) Procedures and Action — County Council 

(a) All proposed CIP amendments and requests for legislative 

special capital improvement project authorizations must be 
considered by the Council in accordance with all ' 
applicable fiscal and legislative procedures. In addition 
to any other information required to be submitted under 
law, the County Executive should submit to the Council 
information describing: 

1. the eligible project for which the facilities are 
necessary; 

2. the proposed staging schedule for both the facilities 
and the project; 

3. public facility programming issues; 

4. the impact on the County’s finances including the 
affordability of the proposed public facility 
program; and 

5.. a memorandum of understanding specifying, among other 
things, the private sector commitments under 
paragraph (2) above. 

Before Council action, the Planning Board should comment 
on the public facility issues presented by the special 
capital improvement project legislation or CIP 
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designation, the relationship between the additional 
transportation facilities and the proposed staging 
schedule, the effect on policy area ceilings, and any 
other relevant matters, as appropriate. 

(b) For additional transportation facilities required under 
paragraph (2)(a), above, to be available for partial-cost 
developer participation under this subsection, the County 
Council must: 

1. enact all authorizing legislation or resolutions that 
would be required under law for the facility; and 

2. designate the additional transportation facilities in 
the CIP, as appropriate for partial cost developer 
participation or as being fully funded by the private 
sector. 

Transportation facility projects remain subject to all 
necessary applicable appropriations and federal, state and 
local regulatory or other approvals. 

(c) Subsequent to any favorable County Council action, the 
County Executive, or designee, must execute a detailed 
public improvement agreement that formalizes the 
memorandum of understanding. The County Executive must 
periodically report to the Council on the status of public 
improvement agreements under this subsection and notify 
the Council of any material changes in circumstances 
affecting its legislative actions under the partial-cost 
developer participation provisions. 

(5) P lanning Board Action; Other Subdivision Applicant Participation 

(a) In its determination of whether transportation facilities 
are adequate to meet the needs of an eligible project, the 
Planning Board may count those facilities that have 
received favorable Council action under paragraph (4)(b), 
above, for both policy area ceilings and local area 
transportation review, without the need for those 
facilities to be shown in the Approved Road Program. 

(b) The Planning Board may similarly count these facilities 
and approve a subdivision plan with a completed 
application filing date that is earlier than that of the 
application of an eligible project if the applicant agrees 
to participate in the provision of additional 
transportation facilities, on a proportional trip 
generation or other agreed cost basis, and in accordance 
with the staging and public school requirements set forth 
in paragraph (2)(b) and (e), above. A public improvement 
agreement may include all participating subdivision 
applicants. 
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(c) A .non-participating applicant with an earlier application 
filing date than the eligible project may have its 
application approved within the same general time period 
as the eligible project if it meets normal local area 
transportation review requirements; however, it must be 
conditioned so that building permits will be approved only 
when building permits for the eligible project or 
participating subdivisions are eligible for approval. A 
non-participating applicant remains subject to all local 
transportation area review and other regulatory 
requirements . 

(iii) Miscellaneous Provisions 

Further staging ceiling flexibility is not available in the 
Silver Spring CBD because traffic mitigation measures of the 
Transportation Management District have been relied upon to 
establish the ceilings for the Group VI Policy Area in Silver 
Spring. 

(e) Ceiling Flexibility — De Minimis Impacts 

The approval of preliminary plans which add only a few vehicle 
trips will be considered on a case-by-case basis by the Planning 
Board. In general, in policy areas with no ceiling balance 
(i.e., no remaining capacity), all land at one location for which 
zoning or other constraints permit no more than ten trips in 
total may receive approval of up to five trips. Non— residential 
plans submitted for the purpose of expanding structures which 
were completed prior to 1982, or which otherwise request 
additional development on land that was partially developed prior 
to 1982, may receive approval for additional development which 
adds no more than five trips. The term, "all land at one 
location," means all land that would be included in a 
determination of whether a project is a "significantly sized 
project" under the Planning Board's adopted guidelines for Local 
Area Transportation Review. 

(f) Amendment of Policy Ceilings 

From time to time, these staging ceilings may be amended by the 
Montgomery County Council, after public hearing, to reflect changing 
conditions such as additions to the Capital Improvements Program or 
the State's Consolidated Transportation Program, changing patterns of 
public facility usage, revised levels of public service, 
and other relevant criteria. 

Policy area ceilings may. also be amended by the County Council to 
resolve public policy conflicts and to accomplish a particular public 
policy objective. 

(g) Allocation of Staging Ceiling to Preliminary Plans of Subdivision 
The Planning Board allocates available staging ceiling capacity in a 
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policy area based on the queue date of an application for preliminary 
plan of subdivision approval. 

(i) Assignment of queue date 

The queue date of a preliminary plan of subdivision is the 
date: 

(1) a complete application is filed with the Planning 
Board ; 

(2) a traffic study is filed, if required to obtain a new 
queue date under paragraph (iv)(2); or 

(3) 6 months after the prior queue date if the prior 
queue date expires under subparagraph (iii)(l)(a) and 
the application does not require a traffic study. 

(ii) Calculation of available staging ceiling capacity 

The Planning Board determines whether there is adequate 
staging ceiling capacity available for a project by 
subtracting the capacity required by projects with earlier 
queue dates from the remaining capacity on Table 2 as 
updated periodically. Based on this calculation, .the 
Planning Board may: 

(1) approve a project for which there is sufficient 
capacity; . 

(2) approve part of a project for which there is 
sufficient capacity, leaving the remainder of the 
project in the queue until additional capacity 
becomes available; 

(3) deny an application for a project for which there is 
insufficient capacity; or 

(4) defer approval of a project and leave the project in 
the queue until sufficient capacity becomes available 
for all or part of the project. In situations where 
there is insufficient capacity, staff must not 
schedule a hearing on the application unless the 
applicant requests one. 

If there is sufficient capacity for a project based on the 
queue date, the Planning Board must not deny an 
application based on pipeline (but not staging ceiling) 
changes while the queue date is in effect. 

(iii) Expiration of queue date 

(1) A queue date for an application for preliminary plan 
of subdivision approval expires: 
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(a) 6 months after the queue, date if there was 
sufficient staging ceiling capacity for the 
entire project on the queue date and the 
Planning Board has not approved the application 
or granted an extension of the queue date (see 
paragraph 2 below); 

(b) 6 months after sufficient capacity becomes 
available for the entire project if a traffic 
study is not required under paragraph (iv)(l); 

(c) 6 months after a traffic study is filed if 
required under paragraph. (iv)(l); or 

(d) on the applicant's failure to request background 
data, to submit a traffic study, or to submit a 
complete updated traffic study after notice that 
a study is incomplete, all within the time 
limits in subsection (iv). 

(2) The Planning Board may grant one or more 6-month 
extensions of a queue date if the applicant 
demonstrates that a queue date expired or will expire 
because of governmental delay beyond the applicant's 
control. The Planning Department may grant one 
6-month extension of a queue date for Health 
Department approval of individual sewage disposal or 
wells,. Any additional queue date extensions for 
Health Department approval may only be granted by the 
Planning Board. 

Traffic studies 

(1) Required when sufficient capacity becomes available. 

The queue date of an application for which there is 
not sufficient staging ceiling capacity when the 
complete application is filed will expire when 
sufficient capacity becomes available, unless the 
applicant: 

(a) requests background data from the Planning Board 
to prepare a traffic study within 1 month after 
capacity becomes available; and 

(b) submits a traffic study within 1 month after 
receiving the background data. However, if the 
Planning Board provides the background data 
between June 1 and September 15, the study must 
be submitted by October 15. 

(2) Required to obtain a new queue date after expiration 
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If the queue date of an application which includes a 
traffic study expires, an updated traffic study must be 
filed to obtain a new queue date. 

(3) Notice of incomplete traffic study 

The Planning Board must notify an applicant within 15 days 
after a traffic study is filed if the study is 
incomplete. An applicant must file a complete traffic 
study within 30 days of receipt of the notice that a study 
is incomplete. 

(v) Special Ceiling Allocation for Affordable Housing 

If an application for a preliminary plan approval that uses the 
special ceiling allocation for affordable housing is denied by 
the Planning Board after July 1, 1992, the applicant retains its 
original queue date and is subject to all other applicable 
provisions of this subsection. 

(2) Local Area Transportation Review (LATR) 

The traffic simulation model used for Policy Area Review addresses 
the average level of traffic in the policy area. If this were the 
only test, an area with acceptable average level of service could 
have one or more intersections, or roadway links, with unacceptably 
poor levels of service. It is necessary, therefore, that a local area 
test be applied to assure that new development is not allowed to 
cause such congestion. 

Local Area Transportation Review shall, at all times, be consistent 
with the standards and staging mechanisms of adopted master plans and 
sector plans. In the Potomac Policy Area, only the areas 
contributing traffic to the following intersections will be subject 
to Local Area Transportation Review: (a) Montrose Road at Seven Locks 
Road ; (b) Democracy Boulevard at Seven Locks Road; (c) Tuckerman Lane 
at Seven Locks Road; (d) Democracy Boulevard at Westlake Drive; (e) 
Westlake Drive at Westlake Terrace; (f) Westlake Drive at Tuckerman 
Lane; and (g) Bradley Boulevard at Seven Locks Road. 

In the area designated as the Silver Spring CBD Policy Area, the 
Planning Board, in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation, will prepare performance evaluation criteria for its 
Local Area Transportation Review. These criteria will be used to 
accomplish: (a) safety for pedestrians and vehicles; (b) access to 
buildings and sites; and (c) traffic flow within the vicinity, at 
levels which are tolerable in an urban situation. The County 
Executive will publish a Silver Spring Traffic Management Program 
after receiving public comment and a recommendation from the Planning 
Board. This program will list those actions to be taken by 
government to maintain traffic flow at tolerable levels in the Silver 
Spring CBD, and protect the surrounding residential area. 

Until a new sector plan is approved by the County Council , for 
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analysis of properties located within the Friendship Heights Central 
Business District (as defined by the 1974 Friendship Heights Sector 
Plan), any traffic trips from approved and/or built projects on 
certain properties in the District of Columbia which exceed the total 
of 2,329 new trips allocated to those same properties in the District 
of Columbia pursuant and subject to the August 30, 1973 statement of 
the Inter-Jurisdictional Policy Task Force on Friendship Heights (as 
set forth in Appendix "E" and referred to on pages 39-41 of the 1974 
Friendship Heights Sector Plan), shall not be used in making a 
determination that local intersections are operating at adequate 
levels of service. 

Local Area Transportation Review must be undertaken for subdivisions 
which would generate 50 or more peak hour automobile trips in either 
of the following circumstances: 

• For the policy area, total approved development is within 5 
percent of the policy area ceiling; or 

• For the local area, the proposed development is located near a 
congested area. 

In administering the Local Area Transportation Review (LATR), the 
Planning Board must not approve a subdivision if it finds that an 
unacceptable peak hour level', of service will result after taking into 
account existing roads, programmed roads, available or programmed 
mass transportation, and improvements to be provided by the 
applicant. If the subdivision will affect an intersection, or roadway 
link for which congestion is already unacceptable, then the 
subdivision may only be approved if it does not make the situation 
worse. 

The mid-point of Level of Service E is presumed to be the condition 
under which a roadway intersection or link is operating at maximum 
capacity. Critical Lane Volumes or Link Level of Service higher than 
the mid-point of LOS E are deemed to reduce the overall efficiency of 
the road network. For Groups II to V Areas, a peak hour level of 
service below the midpoint of LOS E is unacceptable for Local Area 
Transportation Review. In Group I Areas, Level of Service below 
Level of Service D is unacceptable for Local Area Transportation 
Review. Administrative guidelines for LATR in the Silver Spring CBD 
Policy Area have been adopted by the Planning Board. 

After consultation with the Council, the Planning Board may adopt 
administrative guidelines that allow use of a "delay" or queuing 
analysis, different critical lane volume standards, or other 
methodologies, to determine the level of congestion in appropriate 
geographic locations such as in urbanized areas, around Metrorail 
stations, or in specific confined areas planned for concentrated 
development related to other forms of transit. 

The nature of the LATR test is such that a traffic study is necessary 
if local congestion is likely to occur. The Planning Board and staff 
will examine the applicant's traffic study to determine whether 
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adjustments are necessary to assure that the traffic study is a 
reasonable and appropriate reflection of the traffic impact of the 
proposed subdivision after taking into account all approved 
development and programmed transportation projects. 

For Local Area Transportation Review purposes, the programmed 
transportation projects to be considered are those included in the 
most recent edition of the County Executive’s Approved Road Program 
(ARP). The Approved Road Program shall include only roads programmed 
in the current approved Capital Improvements Program and the Maryland 
Consolidated Transportation Program for which: 

(1) The County Executive has determined that construction will begin 
within two years of the effective date of the approved road 
program; and 

(2) In the case of the County CIP, 100 percent of the expenditure for 
contracts, have been appropriated. 

For these purposes, roads required under Section 302 of the Charter 
to be authorized by law are not to be considered programmed until the 
time for petition to referendum has expired without a valid petition, 
or the authorizing law has been approved by referendum. 

The Planning Board has adopted guidelines for the administration of 
■ Local Area Transportation Review. To the extent that they are 
consistent with these legislative guidelines, the Planning Board 
guidelines may continue to apply or to be amended as the Planning 
Board deems it necessary to do so. 

In its administration of Local Area Transportation Review, the 
Planning Board shall give careful consideration to the 
recommendations of the County Executive concerning the applicant’s 
traffic study and proposed improvements or any other aspect of the 
review. 

Approved guidelines for administration of the Local Area Review 
Transportation Improvement (LARTI) program are attached to this 
Resolution as Appendix I. The program is funded to the extent 
authorized under an approved Capital Improvement Program. project 
description form. Chapter 11B (Contracts, Procurement Matter, etc.) 
of. the County Code. may not be construed to apply to the use of funds 
tonder the LARTI program. This program is a pilot program and not 
intended to permanently substitute public funds for transportation 
improvements offered by a developer in exchange for approvals. 

B. Guidelines for Public School Facilities 

(1) Geographic Area 

For the purposes of public school analysis • and local area review of 
school facilities at time of subdivision, the County has been divided 
into 21 areas called high school clusters as shown in Map 6. These 
areas coincide exactly with the cluster boundaries used by the 
Montgomery County Public School system. 
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The Council evaluates available capacity in each high school cluster 
and compared enrollment projected by Montgomery County Public Schools 
for each fiscal year with projected school capacity four years out. 

If insufficient capacity is available, the Council determines whether 
an adjacent cluster or clusters has sufficient capacity to coyer the 
projected deficit in school capacity. The Council's groupings are 
only for the administration of the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance and are not in any way a required action by the Board of 
Education in exercising its power to designate school service 
boundaries. 

(2) School Capacity Measure 

The Council uses 110 percent of Council funded program capacity as 
the school capacity measure in the administration of the Adequate 
Public Facilities Ordinance. This capacity measure does not count 
relocatable classrooms in computing a school's permanent capacity. 

Based on the approved FY 93-98 CIP, the Council funded regular 
program capacity is a class size of 25 for grades 1-6, 44 for half 
day kindergarten where it is currently provided, 22 for all day 
kindergarten where it is currently provided, and an effective class 
size of 22.5 for secondary grades. 

(3) Grade Levels 

Each of the three grade level clusters, namely elementary, 
intermediate/middle school, and high school are assessed separately 
as part of the Annual Growth Policy. 

(4) Determination of Adequacy 

Using the methodology specified in paragraphs 1-3 of this subsection, 
the Blair, Springbrook, and Paint Branch clusters show some 
shortfalls in capacity for FY 96. Based on enrollment projections 
and current MCPS program capacity assumptions, the approved CIP shows 
significant capacity shortfalls in the Blair cluster at both the high 
school and mid-level schools. The capacity shortfalls in the 
Springbrook and the Paint Branch clusters are at the high school 
level and are of a more marginal nature. In addition, excess 
capacity exists in the Sherwood cluster (adjacent to the Paint Branch 
cluster) that may be considered to offset some of the numerical 
deficit shown for Paint Branch. See, Tables 3-5. 

In the Blair cluster, the Council has approved a "place holder" for a 
Blair High School Project and a process is underway, in conjunction 
with the Board of Education and interested citizens, to assess 
alternatives and move forward with a specific solution. As an 
adjacent cluster,’ the capacity provided by this project could later 
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be considered by the Council to support a conclusion that capacity in 
the Springbrook cluster is adequate for AGP purposes. For the Paint 
Branch cluster (and possibly Springbrook), the Council believes that 
administrative actions of the Board of Education are available which 
would alleviate any short-term capacity problems while long-term 
solutions are developed. For these reasons, and because the Council 
and Board of Education are actively pursuing appropriate solutions 
for additional future school capacity in the eastern portion of the 
County, the Council believes that it would be premature to declare 
school capacity in FY 1996 to be inadequate in these clusters at this 
time. 

The Planning Board, in its review of preliminary plans of subdivision 
in FY 93, shall consider schools to be adequate for APFO purposes in 
all clusters. 

(5) Affordable Housing 

Because school capacity is determined to be adequate under paragraph 
(4) of this subsection, the Special Ceiling Allocation for Affordable 
Housing may be invoked only with respect to transportation ceilings. 
The need for such a special ceiling allocation with respect to school 
capacity will be considered at such time that capacity is determined 
to be inadequate in a particular cluster. 

(6) Ceiling Flexibility for Partial Cost Developer Participation 

When a subdivision with a residential component is approved for 
transportation capacity under the provisions of the Partial Cost 
Developer Participation subsection, the Planning Board may approve 
the subdivision for school facility adequacy ifs (a) the subdivision 
is located in a school cluster area that has been designated as 
adequate for school capacity; and (b) the applicant agrees to 
condition his subdivision approval on a staging schedule, which will 
require the applicant to receive a subsequent APF approval for school 
capacity for all of the housing units that are scheduled in his 
staging plan to receive building permits after the end of the four 
year period used in calculating school capacity in this Annual Growth 
Policy. This does not imply any obligation on the part of the 
Council to provide public school facilities in accordance with any 
staging plan and the applicant may provide private resources for 
school sites and/or school construction in order to assure adequate 
school capacity. 

C. Guidelines for Hater and Sewerage Facilities 

In accordance with the language of the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance itself, both for policy areas with a staging ceiling and in 
those without one, applications shall be considered adequately served 
by water and sewerage if the subdivision is located in an area in 
which water and sewer service is presently available, is under 
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construction, or is designated by the County Council for extension of 
service within the first two years of a current approved 
Comprehensive Water Supply and Sewerage Systems Plan (i.e., 
categories I, II, and III) or if the applicant either provides a 
community water and/or sewerage system or meets health department 
requirements for septic and/or well systems, as outlined in the 
Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance. These requirements are 
determined either by reference to the Water and Sewerage Plan, 
adopted by the Council, or by obtaining a satisfactory percolation 
test from the County Health Department. 

Applications will only be accepted for further planning staff and 
Board consideration if they present evidence of meeting the 
appropriate requirements . 

D. Guidelines for Police, Fire and Health Services 

The Planning Board and staff shall consider the programmed services 
to be adequate for facilities such as police stations, firehouses, 
and health clinics unless there is evidence to believe that a local 
area problem will be generated. Such a problem is one which cannot be 
overcome within the context of the approved Capital Improvements 
Program and Operating Budgets of the relevant agencies. Where such 
evidence exists, either through agency response to the Subdivision 
Review committee clearinghouse, or through public commentary or 
planning staff consideration, a Local Area Review shall be 
undertaken. Such review shall seek a written opinion from the 
relevant agency, and will require, if necessary, additional data from 
the applicant, to facilitate the completion of the planning staff 
recommendation within the statutory time frame for Planning Board 
action. In performing this Local Area Review, the facility capacity 
at the end of the sixth year of the approved CIP shall be compared to 
the demand generated by the "most probable'* forecast for the same 
year prepared by the Montgomery County Planning Department. 

E. Guidelines for Resubdivisions 

Applications to amend a previously approved preliminary plan of 
subdivision shall not require a new test for adequacy of public 
facilities in the following instances: 

• Revisions to a preliminary plan which has not been recorded. 
Provided that the preliminary plan has not expired and the number 
of trips which will be produced by the revised plan is not 
greater than the trips produced by the original plan. 

• Resubdivision of a recorded lot involving the sale or exchange of 
parcels of land (not to exceed a total of 2,000 square feet or 
one percent of the combined area, whichever is greater) between 
owners of adjoining properties for the purpose of small 
adjustments in boundaries. 
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• Resubdivision of a recorded lot involving more than 2,000 square 
feet or one percent of the lot area provided that less than three 
years have passed since preliminary plan approval; or if 
construction has begum on any portion of the preliminary plan, 
less than five years have passed since preliminary plan approval; 
or, if construction of an APF related road improvement required 
as a condition of the original preliminary plan is proceeding as 
scheduled, less than 10 years have passed since preliminary plan 
approval. In addition to meeting the requirements above, the 
number of trips which will be produced by the revised plan shall 
not be greater than the trips in the original plan. 

II. Timely Adequate Public Facilities Determination and Local Area' 
Transportation Review under Chapter 8 — Buildings . 

A. General. Except as otherwise provided by law, an adequate public 
facilities determination or local area transportation review 
conducted under Article IV of Chapter 8 must use the standards and 
criteria applicable under Section I. of this Resolution when 
evaluating the adequacy of public facilities to serve the proposed 
development. 

B. Traffic Mitigation Goals. Any proposed development that is subject 
to requirements for a traffic mitigation agreement under Article IV 
of Chapter 8 and Chapter 42A-9A of the County Code must meet the 
traffic mitigation goals specified in paragraphs (1) or (4), as 
appropriate . 

(1) Subject to paragraph (2), the portion of peak-period nondriver 

trips by employees of a proposed development must be at least the 
following percentage greater than the prevailing nondriver mode 


share 

of comparable nearby land 

use: 

(a) 

Group V Policy Areas: 

100% 

(b) 

Group IV Policy Areas: 

80% 

(c) 

Group III Policy Areas: 

60% 

(d) 

Group II Policy Areas: 

40% 


(2) The portion of peak-period nondriver trips by employees 
calculated under paragraph (1) must not be less than 15% nor 
higher than 55%. 

(3) The applicant for a proposed development in a policy area 
specified under paragraph (1) is responsible for: reviewing 
existing studies of nondriver mode share; conducting new studies, 
as necessary, of nondriver mode share; and identifying the 
prevailing base nondriver mode share of comparable land uses 
within the area identified for the traffic study. Comparable 
land uses are improved sites within the area identified for the 
traffic study for the proposed development that have similar 
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existing land use and trip generation characteristics. As with 
other aspects of the traffic study required by Article IV of 
Chapter 8 of the Code, selection of the comparable studies and 
land uses to be analyzed and determination of the prevailing base 
nondriver mode share are sub ject to review by the Planning 
Department of the Planning Board and approval by the Department 
of Transportation. 

(4) Proposed development in the Silver Spring CBD must meet the 
commuting goals specified under Section 1(A)(1)(b) of this Annual 
Growth Policy. 

(5) In accordance with Section 42A-9A of the Code, the applicant must 
enter into an agreement with the Director of the Department of 
Transportation prior to issuance of a building permit. The 
agreement may provide for a schedule for full compliance with the 
traffic mitigation goals. It must provide appropriate 
enforcement mechanisms for compliance. 

(6) As provided by law, these goals supersede traffic mitigation 
goals established under Section 42A-9A (a)(4) of the Code. 

III. Process for Amending Annual Growth Policy 

Chapter 33A, Division 2, of the Montgomery County Code, provided that 
"the County Council may adopt a subsequent resolution, after public 
hearing, to amend the Annual Growth Policy." The amendment process 
should be reserved for situations in which a need arises to resolve 
broad policy issues without waiting for the annual cycle of revision. 
In such cases, the process should follow a format similar to the one 
provided for the annual revision process under Chapter 33A, 
consisting of the following steps: 

(1) A request for amendment must be made in writing to the Planning 
Board . 

(2) The Planning Board may, in response to such request or on its own 
initiative, prepare an amendment. The amendment must be 
accompanied by a statement of the severity of the problem 
addressed, the nature of the conflict in public policies which is 
involved, and approaches for resolving the conflict, including 
any specific recommendations. In cases where the Council or 
Executive requests an amendment which the Planning Board does not 
support, the Board must prepare a draft which complies with the 
original request, in addition to its own recommendations. 

(3) The Planning Board's amendment must be submitted to the County 
Executive, who may make revisions in the form of specific 
additions or deletions, and who must then make a recommendation 
on the amendment to the County Council. 
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(4) After public hearing by the County Council, the Council may 
approve, approve with revisions, or disapprove, the proposed 
amendment . 

(5) The Planning Board's amendment must be forwarded to the County 
Executive not more than forty-five days after receipt of a 
written request from the Executive or Council. The Executive’s 
recommendation must be forwarded to the County Council not 
more than thirty days after receipt of the Planning Board's 
amendment. The Council should act on the amendment not more than 
45 days after the closing of the public hearing record. 

IT. Issues to be Addressed During Next Fiscal Tear 

In adopting the FY 1993 Annual Growth Policy, the Council recognizes 
that not all aspects of a comprehensive approach to growth policy can 
be addressed within one year. To ensure that the policy making 
process continues to be developed and refined, the following matters 
are to be addressed by the Planning Board, Board of Education, and 
the County Executive during the next fiscal year for presentation to, 
and decision by, the County Council: 

1. Pipeline Analysis - The Planning Board and Executive should analyze 
alternative assumptions about the absorption of the pipeline when 
evaluating adequate public facilities. Among other relevent issues, 
consideration should be given to a change in the law relating to time 
limits on the validity of an adequate public facility determination 
or otherwise discounting the pipeline in consideration of growth 
forecasts for APFO analysis. 

2. North Bethesda Policy Area - See, Section 1(A)(1)(a) at p. 7. The 
Executive should continue to develop the appropriate institutional , 
legal, and funding mechanisms necessary to implement transportation 
facilities and programs for the proposed metrorail station policy 
areas . 

3. G erman town Town Center Policy Area - Council, Planning, and 
Executive staff must further analyze two options presented to the 
Council at its June 18, 1992 worksession intended to create staging 
ceiling capacity in the Germantown Town Center Policy Area. The 
first option consists of the following road improvements: 
construction of a portion of MD 118 Relocated, widening of 
Middlebrook Road, and improvements to the intersections at Wisteria 
Drive and Crystal Rock Drive and at Wisteria Drive and Great Seneca 
Highway. The second option consists of a set of non-highway 
improvements and programs that could justify a Level of Service 
Category III classification for the policy area. These non-highway 
improvements are: counting certain MARC improvements; establishing a 
transportation management district (TMD) or other device mandating 
trip mitigation and promoting ridesharing; an additional amount of 
bus service; some additional sidewalks and bikeways; and using a new 
local area transportation review standard. 
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In early fall, 1992, the Planning Board and Executive shall recommend 
a course of action that will meeb the Council's goal of full 
build-out of the town center at an acceptable congestion level. The 
recommendation should reflect elements of both options. Other 
.alternatives may be presented. The Planning Board and its staff 
shall be the lead agency in evaluating transportation planning 
elements. The Executive shall take the lead in evaluating and 
developing a plan to finance the recommended course of action. 

4. Traffic Mitigation - The Planning Board should brief the Council no 
later than the fall, 1992, regarding its proposed traffic mitigation 
guidelines that were developed with input from the Traffic Mitigation 
Issues Group. 

5. Adequacy of Transportation Facilities — Methodology — The Planning 
Board should take the lead, with the aid of the Executive, in 
re-evaluating : 

a) how or whether the level of service on freeways should be included 
in the calculation of staging ceilings; 

b) the desirability of increasing the number of level of service 
categories to be more sensitive to ridesharing, transit, and 
non-motorized transportation alternatives . to auto travel. This 
effort should build upon the work prepared for the Staff Draft FT 92 
AGP ; and 

c) the critical lane volume standards for Local Area Transportation 
Review. As part of this effort, the effect of varying the standard 
by policy area according to its level of service category should be 
examined . 

6. Adequacy of Public School Facilities — Methodology — The Education 
Committee will continue to review issues related to the determination 
of public school capacity for annual growth policy purposes. In 
addition, the Board of Education, County Executive, and Planning 
Board shall review the current AGP methodology for determining 
adequacy of public schools and make recommendations on reaffirming 
continued use of that methodology or proposed changes. These 
recommendations shall be considered by the Council as part of the FY 
94 AGP. Further, the AGP implications of proposed school capital 
improvements projects should be highlighted during next year's 
capital budget review and approval processes. 

7. AGP Process Changes — The Planning Board public forum on its 
consultant report comparing processes for determining adequate public 
facilities should be broadened to include other possible structural 
changes related to growth management. The Planning Board has advised 
that its public forum will occur in the fall. Subsequent to the 
public forum, the Council will schedule a worksession with the 
Planning Board and the Executive to review alternatives and their 
recommendations. 
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Specific scheduling of items to be undertaken by the Planning Board under 
this Section may be addressed or changed at the quarterly report meetings with 
the County Council. 


This is a correct copy of Council action. 




Attachment to Resolution No. 12-724 


Table 1 
HOUSING 

FY 93 Transportation Staging Ceilings 
(January 1,1991 Base) 


Policy Areas^ 


Aspen Hill 
Bethesda CBD 3 
Bethesda/Chevy Chase 
Cloverly 
Damascus 

Derwood/Needwood/Wash. Grove/Shady Grove 

Fairland/White Oak 

Gaithersburg City 

Germantown East 

Germantown West 

Germantown Town Center 

Kensington/Wheaton 

Montgomery Village/Airpark 

North Bethesda 

North Potomac 

Olney 

Potomac 3 

R & D Village 

Rockville City 

Silver Spring CBD 3 

Silver Spring/Takoma Park 

Wheaton CBD 


Totals 4 


FY 93 
Net 

Housing 

Ceilings 2 

Pipeline 

3/30/92 

Remaining 

Capacity 

(2,212) 

2,933 

(5,145) 

1,085 

585 

500 

3,777 

1,339 

2,438 

(1,740) 

395 

(2,135) 

(617) 

351 

(968) 

1,529 

150 

1,379 

(430) 

1,941 

(2,371) 

4,430 

2,213 

2,217 

4,389 

4,342 

47 

2,101 

3,009 

(908) 

102 

102 

0 

2,504 

646 

1,858 • 

(1,621) 

2,601 

(4,222) 

4,165 

1,341 

2,824 

(3,269) 

1,645 

(4,914) 

1,840 

2,553 

(713) 

3,031 

1,387 

1,644 

2,516 

2,764 

(248) 

1,516 

1,353 

163 

3,382 

2,010 

1,372 

2,633 

338 

2,295 

1,540 

31 

1,509 

40,540 

34,029 

18,246 


* Group I Policy Areas (e.g., Clarksburg) are not assigned staging ceilings. In these 
areas, subdivision applications are subject to Local Area Transportation Review, as well 
as to relevant zoning and water and sewer constraints. 

The ceilings indicate the amount of additional development that can be supported with 
transportation capacity available from the first four years of the anticipated FY 93-98 
CIP or FY 92-97 State CIP. Negative numbers indicate the amount by which the estimated 
level of development exceeds the ceiling. This table does not include the existing base 
level of housing, which is shown in the tables of Appendix 6 in the final draft FY 93 AGP 

3 Although ceilings are shown for all policy areas, development in Potomac is controlled 
by Zoning/Water /Sewer constraints. Development in the Bethesda CBD is controlled by the 
Cordon Capacities established in the CBD Sector Plan. Development in the Silver Spring 
CBD is controlled by the limits established in the Silver Spring Sector Plan. 

4 Numbers in columns may not sum to policy area totals as negative numbers are treated 
as zero for summation purposes. 


Source: Montgomery County Planning Department, Research Division, June 1992. 
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Table 2 
EMPLOYMENT 

FY 93 Transportation Staging Ceilings 
. (January 1, 1991 Base) 


Policy Areas * 

PY 93 
Net 
Jobs 

Ceilings 2 

Pipeline 

3/30/92 

Remaining 

Capacity 

Aspen Hill 

348 

HKI 


Bethesda CBD 3 

3,457 



Bethesda/Chevy Chase 

10,949 



Cloverly 

(85) 

100 

(185) i 

Damascus 

708 

623 

85 

Derwood/Needwood/Wash. Grove/Shady Grove 

219 

2,614 

(2,395) 

Fairland/White Oak 

(2,821) 

6,918 

(9,739) 

Gaithersburg City 

15,705 

19,595 

(3,890) 

Germantown East 

14,888 

15,012 

(124) 

Germantown West 

8,168 

9,908 

(1,740) 

Germantown Town Center 

3,164 

3,164 

0 

Kensington/Wheaton 

4,250 

287 

3,963 

Montgomery Village/Airpark 

582 

5,848 

(5,266) 

North Bethesda 

3,961 

11,586 

(7,625) 

North Potomac 

150 

254 

(104) 

Olney 

620 

940 

(320) 

Potomac 3 

2,805 

655 

2,150 

R & D Village 

3,747 

6,604 

(2,857) 

Rockville City 

10,260 

17,452 

(7,192) 

Silver Spring CBD 3 

10,826 

9,885 

941 

Silver Spring/Takoma Park 

1,545 

903 

642 

Wheaton CBD 

2,835 

87 

2,748 

Totals 4 

99,187 

118,555 

19,163 


1 Group I Policy Areas (e.g., Clarksburg) are not assigned staging ceilings. In these 
areas, subdivision applications are subject to Local Area Transportation Review, as well 
as to relevant zoning and water and sewer constraints. 

^ The ceilings indicate the amount of additional development that can be supported with 
transportation capacity available from the first four years of the anticipated FY 93-98 
CIP or FY 92-97 State CIP. Negative numbers indicate the amount by which the estimated 
level of development exceeds the ceiling.. This table does not include the existing base 
level of housing, which is shown in the tables of Appendix 6 in the final draft FY 93 AGI 

3 Although ceilings are shown for all policy areas, development in Potomac is controlled 
by Zoning/Water/Sewer constraints. Development in the Bethesda CBD is controlled by the 
Cordon Capacities established in the CBD Sector Plan. Development in the Silver Spring 
CBD is controlled by the limits established in the Silver Spring Sector Plan. 

4 Numbers in columns may not sum to policy area totals as negative numbers are treated 
as zero for summation purposes. 


Source: Montgomery County Planning Department, Research Division, June 1992. 

34 









Attachment to Resolution No. 12-724 


TABLE 3: ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AND AREA 

Comparison of 1996 MCPS Projected Elementary School Enrollment to 1996 Program Capacity 
Provided by the County Council Adopted FY 93-98 CIP 



A 

B 

C 

D 

E 



100% of 


110% Of 1996 




1996 Program 


Program Capacity 



September 1996 

Capacity 


with 



Enrol Iment 

with 

Capacity 

County Council 

Capacity 


Projected by 

County Council 

Remaining 

Adopted 

Remaining 

School Policy Areas 

MCPS 

Adopted 

at 100% 

FY 93-98 CIP 

at 110% 

(Hiqh School Cluster) 

(as of 6/92) 1 

FY 93-98 CIP* 

B-A 

B*110% 

D-A 

Area 1 

Bethesda- Chevy Chase 

3,135 

3,337 

202 

3,671 

536 

Blair 

4,548 

4,879 

331 

5,367 

819 

Churchill 

2,226 

2,446 

220 

2,691 

465 

Einstein 

2,921 

2,983 

62 

3,281 

360 

Walter Johnson 

2,664 

2,810 

146 

3,091 

427 

Whitman 

1,945 

2,135 

190 

2,349 

404 

Wootton 

3.245 

3.125 

(120) 

3.438 

193 

Subtotal 

20,684 

21,715 

1,031 

23,887 

3,203 

Area 2 
Kennedy 

2,266 

2,664 

398 

2,930 

664 

Magruder 

3,260 

3,205 

(55) 

3,526 

266 

Paint Branch 

3,668 

3,828 

160 

4,211 

543 

Rockvi l le 

2,402 

2,711 

309 

2,982 

580 

Sherwood 

3,004 

2,837 

(167) 

3,121 

117 

Springbrook 

4,044 

4,247 

203 

4,672 

628 

Wheaton 

2.548 

2.851 

303 

3.136 

588 

Subtotal 

21,192 

22,343 

1,151 

24,577 

3,385 

Area 3 
Damascus 

3,112 

3,341 

229 

3,675 

563 

Gaithersburg 

5,007 

4,634 

(373) 

5,097 

90 

R. Montgomery 

2,351 

2,595 

244 

2,855 

504 

Poolesville 

913 

981 

68 

1,079 

166 

Quince Orchard 

3,789 

4,025 

236 

4,428 

639 

Seneca Valley 

5,054 

5,192 

138 

5,711 

657 

Watkins Mill 

3.254 

3.347 

93 

3.682 

428 

Subtotal 

23,480 

24,115 

635 

26,527 

3,047 

Total 

65,356 

68,173 

2,817 

74,990 

9,634 


1 Enrollment Projections by Montgomery County Public Schools 

2 

Cluster Capacity as stated in the County Council's Approved FY 93-98 CIP. Program capacity 
assures the student per classroom ratio as funded by the Montgomery County Council (i.e. # 25 students per 
classroom for grades 1 to 6). 

Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Educational Facilities Planning and Development; the Montgomery 

County Planning Department, Research Division; and the Superintendent's. Requested FY 93-98 CIP. 
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TABLE 4: MID-LEVEL SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AND AREA 

Comparison of 1996 MCPS Projected Junior, Intermediate, & Middle School Enrollment to 1996 Program Capacity 

Provided by the County Council Adopted FY 93-98 CIP 



A 

September 1996 

B 

100% of 
1996 Program 
Capacity 

C 

D 

110% Of 1996 
Program Capacity 
with 

E 


Enrollment 

with 

Capacity 

County Council 

Capacity 


Projected by 

County Council 

Remaining 

Adopted 

Remaining 

School Policy Areas 

MCPS 

Adopted 

at 100% 

FY 93-98 CIP 

at 110% 


(High School Cluster) (as of 6/92) 1 FY 93-98 CIP 2 B-A B*110% D-A 


Area 1 






Bethesda- Chevy Chase 

930 

909 

(21) 

1,000 

70 

Blair 

2,386 

1,575 

(811) 

1,733 

C653) 

Churchill 

1,239 

1,623 

384 

1,785 

546 

Einstein 

1,289 

1,174 

(115) 

1,291 

2 

Walter Johnson 

1,296 

1,130 

(167) 

1,242 

(54) 

Whitman 

' 1,112 

1,080 

(32) 

1,188 

76 

Wootton 

818 

833 

15 

917 

99 

Subtotal 

9,070 

8,324 

(746) 

9,156 

86 

Area 2 






Kennedy 

1,230 

1,640 

410 

1,804 

574 

Magruder 

898 

788 

(110) 

867 * 

(31) 

Paint Branch 

1,668 

1,720 

52 

1,892 

224 

Rockville 

926 

953 

27 

1,048 

122 

Sherwood 

1,856 

1,832 

(24) 

2,016 

160 

Springbrook 

1,727 

1,910 

183 

2,101 

374 

Wheaton 

1,086 

1,055 

iHi 

1.160 

74 

Subtotal 

9,391 

9,899 

508 

10,888 

1,497 

Area 3 






Damascus 

1,304 

1,226 

(78) 

1,349 

45 

Gaithersburg 

2,016 

2,084 

68 

2,293 

277 

R. Montgomery 

1,071 

883 

(188) 

971 

(100) 

Poolesvi lie 1 2 3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Quince Orchard 

1,571 

1,516 

(55) 

1,668 

97 

Seneca Valley 

1,930 

2,430 

500 

2,673 

743 

Watkins Mill 

1.508 

1,670 

162 

1.837 

329 

Subtotal 

9,400 • 

9,809 

409 

10,790 

1,390 

Total 

27,861 

28,032 

171 

30,835 

2,974 


1 Enrollment Projections by Montgomery County Public Schools 

2 Cluster Capacity as stated in the County Council's Approved FY 93 CIP. 100 percent of program 
capacity is defined as 90 percent of the state rated capacity (i.e. 22.5 students per classroom). 

3 Poolesvi lie's JIM and high school are one facility. 

Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Educational Facilities Planning and Development; the Montgomery 

County Planning Department, Research Division; and the Superintendent's Requested FY 93-98 CIP. 
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TABLE 5: SENIOR SCHOOLS BY HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTER AND AREA 

Comparison of 1996 MCPS Projected High School Enrollment to 1996 Program Capacity 
* Provided by the County Council Adopted FY 93-98 CIP 



A 

B 

c 

D 

E 



100% of 


110% Of 1996 




1996 Program 


Program Capacity 



September 1996 

Capacity 


with 



Enrollment 

with 

Capacity 

County Council 

Capacity 


Projected by 

County Council 

Remaining 

Adopted 

Remaining 

School Policy Areas 

MCPS 

Adopted 

at 100% 

FY 93-98 CIP 

at 110% 

(Hiqh School Cluster) 

(as of 6/92)’ 

FY 93-98 CIP 2 

B-A 

B*110% 

D-A 


Area 1 


Area i 

Bet hesda- Chevy Chase 

1,543 

* 

1,508 

(35) 

1,659 

116 

Blair 

2,595 


1,998 

(597) 

2,198 

(397) 

Churchill 

1,616 


1,593 

(23) 

1,752 

136 

Einstein 

1,366 


1,412 

46 

1,553 

187 

Walter Johnson 

1,548 


1,480 

(68) 

1,628 

80 

Whitman 

* 1,521 


1,458 

(63) 

1,604 

83 

Woo t ton 

1.570 


1,547 

_i32 

1.702 

132 

Subtotal 

11,759 


10,996 

(763) 

12,096 

337 


Area 2 


Kennedy 

1,502 

1,288 

(214) 

1,417 

(85) 

Mag ruder 

1,678 

1,730 

52 

1,903 

225 

Paint Branch 

1,846 

1,631 

(215) 

1,794 

(52) 

Rockville 

1,199 

1,291 

92 

1,420 

221 

Sherwood 

1,723 

1,596 

(127) 

1,756 

33 

Springbrook 

2,319 

2,070 

(249) 

2,277 

(42) 

Wheaton 

1 ,344 

1.205 

(139) 

1.326 

(18) 

Subtotal 

11,611 

10,811 

(800) 

11,892 

281 

Area 3 
Damascus 

1,600 

1,494 

(106) . 

1,643 

43 

Gaithersburg 

2,088 

1,845 

(243) 

2,030 

(58) 

R. Montgomery 

1,667 

1,504 

(163) 

1,654 

(13) 

Poolesvi lie 3 

1,071 

833 

(238) 

917 

(154) 4 

Quince Orchard 

2,152 

1,890 

(262) 

2,079 

(73) 

Seneca Valley 

1,810 

1,605 

(205) 

1,766 

(44) 

Watkins Mill 

1.812 

1.732 

t§02 

1.905 

93 

Subtotal 

12,200 

10,903 

(1,297) 

11,994 

(206) 

Total 

35,570 

32,710 

(2,860) 

35,981 

411 


1 Enrollment Projections by Montgomery County Public Schools 

2 

Cluster Capacity as stated in the County Council's Approved FY 93-98 CIP. 100. percent of program 
capacity is defined as 90 percent of the state rated capacity (i.e., 22.5 students per classroom). 


3 Poolesvi lie's JIM and high school are one facility. 

4 Since Poolesvi lie's JIM and high school are one facility, the combined JIM and high school 
capacities for adjoining clusters were used to offset this deficit. 

Source: Montgomery County Public Schools, Educational Facilities County Planning Department, Research 

Division; and the Superintendent's Requested FY 93-98 CIP. 
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CHART 1: QUANTIFYING THE CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN TRANSIT AVAILABILITY AND AVERAGE LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS 


Transit Services Available or Programmed 

Auto Dependent Bus Base Fixed Guideway 

System and/or Systems and/or Systems 

n I A "" Wk“ It _ Im "L"7r» 1 4 n i 


Average 
Roadway 
Level of 

Grotip 

Public 
Transport 
Alternatives to 

Park /Ride 
Access 

Community Regional Park/Ride Express 

and Local Bus and High Occupancy 

Bus Service Vehicle Priority Systems 

Commuter 
Rail or 
Light Rail 

Metroraii 

Service 

Standards 

Classifi- 

cations 

Automobile 

Travel 


Representative Quantification Measures** 






1. Number of Park/ 
Ride Spaces 
Serving the Policy 
Area 

2. Average Bus Fre- 
quencies In AM Peak 
Hour on Combined 
Routes 

3. Number of Parking 
Spaces In Fringe 
Parking Lots 

4. Average Frequency 
of Commuter Rail 
AM Peak Hour 

5. Average Frequency 
of Metroraii in AM 
Peak Hour 





(Buses per hour) 


(Trains per hour) 

(Trains per hour) 

* 

I 

Marginal 

Marginal access to 
stations or bus routes 
outside of the area 

Not available 

Not available 

Marginal amount 
of the area Is within 
walk access 

Not available 

c 

11 

Limited 

Limited number of 
park/ride spaces 

Limited coverage 
and frequency 

Limited park/ride spaces 
or lots with local bus service 

Limited park/rlde 
access and walk 
access 

Park/rlde and kiss/ride 
access limited to nearby 
stations outside of the area 




100 to 500 

2 to 3.5 

100 to 500 

3to6 

0 

C/D 

11! 

Moderate 

Moderate number of 
park/rlde spaces, limited 
klss/rlde service 

Moderate coverage, 
service limited to 
policy frequencies 

Moderate express bus service 
in conjunction with a system 
of park/ride lots 

Moderate parking or 
walk access with 
system transfers 

Moderate station coverage 
and train frequencies 
in the area with associated 
feeder access 




500 to 1,000 

3.5 to 5 

500 to 2,250 

6 or more 

Oto 15 

D 

IV 

Frequent 

Very good number of 
park/rlde spaces and 
moderate kiss/ride 
service 

Moderate coverage, - 
combined policy and 
frequent demand - 
based service 

Priority treatment for frequent 
express buses, local circulation 
feeder services In conjunction 
with a system of park/ride lots 

Same as Group III 
above 

More dense spacing 
of stations and bus 
routes, frequent train 
service 




1,000 to 1,500 

5 to 8 

More than 2,250 


15 to 35 

D/E 

V 

Full 

Substantial park/ride 
with full reliance 
on kiss/ride access 

Full area coverage 
and a large number of 
routes with frequencies 
based on demand 

Same as Group IV 
above 

Same as Group III 
above 

Full frequency and full 
reliance on klss/rlde! 
easier walk and bicycle 
access 




1.500 to 2.250 

8 to 10 



More than 35 

a 

VI 

Expanded* 

Expanded park/rlde 
with reliance on 
klss/rlde access 

Expanded bus fre- 
quencies, 1 00 buses on 
all routes In PM Peak 
Hour 

Same as Group IV 
above 

Same as Group III 
above 

Full frequency, station 
in designated CBD with 
controlled parking and 
Transportation Mgmt. 
District 


More than 35 


* See text of the adopted AGP for methods and standards of measuring traffic. 

** Other measures also are used In quantifying level of service; see supporting documentation. Source; Montgomery County Planning Department, June 1991. 





39 


Attachment to Resolution NO, 12-724 



MAP 2 SILVER SPRING CBD POUCY AREA BOUNDARY 
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NEWER TRAFFIC ZONES 
IN GERMANTOWN 




Comprehensive Amendment 
to the Master Plan for Germantown 


MAP 4 
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MAP 5 STANDARDS OF 
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND 
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MAP 6 


MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

HIGH SCHOOL CLUSTERS 














Appendix I Attachment to Resolution No. 12-724 

CUTOgT.TNBS FOR FUNDING OF TJtTAT. AURA RKVTKH 
TBAWSPflRTATTflfN IMPROVEMENTS (TAKTH 


1. Purpose : The primary purpose of the Local Area Review Transportation 
Improvements (LARTI) pilot program is to "jump-start" and promote housing 
development in Montgomery County which has received preliminary plan approval 
from the Montgomery County Planning Board but which cannot proceed due to a 
developer's inability to finance off-site improvements required by the Local 
Area Transportation Review Test under the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance. The LARTI program will provide funds for selected eligible 
improvements and will require reimbursement from participants. 

2. Eligibility . Criteria ; In order to be eligible for LARTI funds the 
applicant must meet the following criteria: 

(a) The proposed project must be for housing development, which may 
also include housing as part of a mixed-use development. 
Two-thirds of the total trips associated with the project must 
be for housing units priced at or below the median sales price 
for new residential construction. For each type of residential 
construction, the County Executive shall determine an 
appropriate median sales price. 

(b) If a m ix ed-use development is proposed to be constructed in 
phases, then only each phase which contains a min im u m of 66 2/3 
percent in residential uses (as measured by trips) is eligible 
for LARTI funding. 

(c) The project must be in a policy area that has a positive Net 
Housing Ceiling. The Net Housing Ceiling must be able to 
accommodate the project. 

3. Application Process : Any applicant who has a residential project 

which meets the eligibility criteria must submit an application to the 
Montgomery County Department of Transportations The application must include 
the following information, as well as any other relevant information requested 
by MCDOT : 

(a) A feasibility statement pertaining to the residential portion of 
the proposed project which must include: 

(1) a marketability study for the residential portion of the 
proposed project; 

(2) a staging plan for construction of the housing; 

(3) layout and design of the housing, including roads; 
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(4) a financing plan for construction of the housing with 
commitment letters for the financing or some other evidence 
of financial backing; and 

(5) estimated construction costs for the residential portion of 
the proposed project. 

(b) The names and addresses of all owners of record of the property. 

(c) A description of the property by tax account number, lot and 
block number, acres/feet, and subdivision name. 

(d) A description and engineering design, including cost estimates, 
of the LARTI which is proposed to be advance-funded by the 
County. 

4 . Bbvibu and Approval: Applications shall be pooled and reviewed to 

determine approval for funding. The Department of Transportation may 
establish appropriate time-frames for submission and review of applications. 
The Department may establish additional procedures not inconsistent with these 
guidelines. All' complete applications otherwise eligible under Section 2 
shall be evaluated to determine which provides the most cost effective use of 
Cotin ty funds. They should be evaluated considering, among other relevant 
factors: 1) amount of low or moderately priced housing; 2) the potential 
amount of housing delivered per dollar advanced; 3) timing of reimbursement by 
the applicant; 4) impact of the project in addressing traffic safety concerns; 
and 5) the extent to which the proposed road project or projects mitigates 
existing traffic congestion. 

MCDOT, after consultation with the Montgomery County Department of Housing 
and C omm unity Development, may approve or disapprove ,. in whole or in part, an 
application for funding of LARTI of the residential portion of the proposed 
project. The amount of the LARTI which may be funded by MCDOT must not exceed 
the amount of funding approved by the Montgomery County Council in the CIP for 
PDF933129. If there is no funding remaining to be allocated by MCDOT for 
eligible projects, then MCDOT may approve list of projects which will be 
considered for any future funds allocated and approved by the County Council. 
In determining whether to approve or disapprove a proposed project, MCDOT must 
consider the information provided by the applicant in the Feasibility 
Statement, the factors specified in these guidelines, and the likelihood that 
the County will be reimbursed for the funding advanced for the LARTI. The 
Planning Board or its staff shall be given the opportunity to comment on 
applications within the review and approval time-frames applicable to the 
funding decision. 

5. Funding Agreement : Following approval of funding for a proposed 

project, the applicant must enter into an agreement with the County which will 
specify the LARTI to be advance-funded by the County, the amount of such 
funding, the method and timing of the reimbursement to the County of the 
advance-funds, protection for the County as creditor, and such other 
provisions as may be deemed necessary by MCDOT or the County Attorney's 
Office. If the applicant and the County do not enter into a funding 
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agreement within 60 days of approval by the County of the application, then 
the approval is deemed to be withdrawn and the funds may be reallocated by 
MCDOT to another project. The funding agreement must provide that the funds 
for LARTI must be repaid to the County within no more than two years of the 
signing of the funding agreement or at the time of the sale of at least 1/3 of 
the lots or dwelling units which were the subject of the approved residential 
portion of the project, whichever comes first. 


BB/BB 456/LAW/1-3 
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